In this paper, I approach the political and philosophical similarities and 
meetings. In doing so, Godwin specifically reprimanded his friend John Thelwall, who had been a leading orator of the London Corresponding Society (LCS), had spoken at the Copenhagen Fields mass meeting in October 1795, and had, up to that point, been some kind of a disciple of Godwinism. 2 Godwin's criticism was viewed as a betrayal, as apostasy.
Thelwall, having guessed who the author of the pamphlet was, accused Godwin in the preface of the second volume of his Tribune of advancing 'the most extensive plan of freedom and innovation ever discussed by any writer in the English language'
while admonishing 'every measure from which even the most moderate reform can rationally be expected.' 3 Later critics such as E. P. Thompson or Isaac Kramnick echoed these sentiments. All in all, Godwin was understood to have turned his back on reform, or at the very least to have become an objective ally of reaction before retreating from active participation in public affairs. 4 While more recent and nuanced scholarship concerning this controversy has since appeared, it usually casts the Godwin-Thelwall controversy in terms of reformist political strategy without necessarily spending much problems of inclusion and exclusion from the public sphere. 6 In other words, I want to complement the analysis of what the thinkers were saying, by examining more closely how and to whom they were saying it. By doing this, I show that Godwin and Thelwall both begin, in the early 1790s, by solely appealing to a middle class, well-educated audience despite their professed egalitarianism, following their understanding of the ability of the broader British public to exercise their capacities for moral and political reasoning. 7 Soon after, however, they reconsider this view, and thus try to resolve some of the tensions between this egalitarianism and this initial bias by experimenting with, Thelwall's activity in the mid-1790s is the growth of a British political public. This is visible in the large consumption of political material by individuals from all walks of life, made possible by the increasing availability of political material thanks to productive printing presses, as well as rising levels of instruction and literacy, and the development of a language of politics that was accessible to popular audiences. 10 All of this fostered a more democratic kind of political exchange among members of the British public, even though it also fragmented the public following lines drawn in an increasingly polarised political environment.
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By recasting Godwin's and Thelwall's works of the 1790s in these intersecting contexts, and foregrounding the relationship between an intervention, its (political) purpose, and its audience, I show first how tensions in Godwin and Thelwall's broad egalitarianism emerge already in 1793, and how they are related to the genre choices they make (section 2), before turning to the crucially different ways in which both authors try to resolve these tensions (sections 3 and 4). Thelwall quickly started tapping into popular culture, and developed a particularly effective mix of print and oral culture, while Godwin chose the modes of fiction and the conversational essay. These different choices led, in the case of Thelwall, to the inclusion of the lower classes at the expense of a problematic hierarchical relationship between the orator and his audience, while
Godwin chose instead to bring about a more balanced author-reader relationship, without seeking to extensively include individuals from the lower classes.
In the Year 1793
The We therefore have, first, Sylvanus Theophrastus, the protagonist and narrator who is in the position of the feeling observer, and second, those characters who are undeniably part of the (uncultured and uneducated) masses -such as the Scottish sailor -and lack the agency to break free from the prejudices in which they were socialised. Further, much like Godwin, he seems to have thought that it was only or mainly through these circles that reform was indeed possible. Thelwall's critical project, the constructive dimension of his politics, and his concern for the education of the working classes, so that they can emancipate themselves.
Thelwall's Reorientation: Popular Print and Oral Cultures
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The chief reason for Thelwall's adoption of this new view of the abilities of the broad British public is probably be the changing nature of his political circle over the year 1793, as he pursued his activities despite increasing governmental repression. In choosing to lecture, Thelwall therefore strikes a compromise between his reinforced egalitarianism, now including a robust belief in the possibility of mass popular education, and his anxiety, shared with Godwin, over the potentially destructive effects of rhetorics in the crowded lecture hall. However, this latter point is not simply a residual prejudicial distrust of the masses that Thelwall might still have -though that may still have been a part of it; 51 it is also a self-reflective understanding of the hierarchy that the pulpit creates, and of the power of the speaker over the audience. In short, it is an understanding of the inequality of status that follows from the form of the lecture hall and of one of its consequences: if the speaker's power remains unchecked, sympathetic identification between orator and audience' in the lecture hall. 53 Following
Godwin, Thelwall's lectures -and all other similar platforms -give more weight to fiery rhetoric than to the dissemination of propositions to be reviewed by a critical eye, regardless of Thelwall's faith in the self-disciplining processes of the popular crowd.
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Essentially, this is a repetition and elaboration on Godwin's treatment of large associations, where private judgment is impeded because of the way 'the sympathy of opinion catches from man to man,' tending to lead to riot rather than the quiet pursuit of truth and reform. to temper their efforts.' 57 It is this final comment that has led critics to ascribe a very strong form of elitism to Godwin, and has led Isaac Kramnick, among others, to contrast this elitism with the inclusivity of Thelwall's democratic politics, and to go on to accuse 
26
Godwin of being an objective ally of the reaction. 58 There is undoubtedly some truth to this contrast, although Mark Philp has justly remarked that our reading of Godwin's Considerations has often been uncharitable because of the historiographical construction of our understanding of the polarization of the 'Revolution debate.' 59 In
Philp's view, in the Considerations, Godwin is trying to articulate a position that resists the polarization of the debate, and keeps in line with the 'principles' of the popular reform movement, while condemning the 'means of progress' it deploys. 60 However, I
will suggest that there is something more deeply philosophical and less strictly instrumental in Godwin's rejection of the political activities of Thelwall and the London Corresponding Society, which has to do with the nature of power relations in communicative actions.
As we have seen, when Godwin rejects the lecture as a format for political education, he does so on the grounds that the orator has a certain power over his audience -a power to excite or instruct the crowd -while the speaker is, at the same time, under the power of the crowd. More specifically, for Godwin, the power of the orator over the crowd only seems problematic if there is the counteracting power of the crowd over the orator: that is, if the orator can be enticed by his love of fame, and therefore starts exciting the crowd's passion rather than enlightening his audience.
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This can be contrasted with the operation of power through the reading and writing of books. Indeed, this should cause no problem, because of the distance between the speaker -the author -and his audience. My claim here is that by the mid-1790s, Godwin was acting along these lines, or, to put it another way, he was starting to problematise the assumption of power by the author over the reader. We can track this shift by looking at Godwin's changing writing style. passing by the slower process of dissemination primarily through works of philosophical enquiry and the persuasion of other highly-educated thinkers. However, he has also found an appropriate way to do so: fiction, meant to be read individually, leaving the final determinations to the agency of the reader.
Still, one should be wary to not over-interpret this move toward inclusivity. A novel was not generally accessible to, or indeed designed for a lower-class audience.
Moreover, even as Godwin dabbed into the more popular art of political theatre, refinement' and 'the cultivation of miscellaneous enquiries,' since they both 'amusement and instruction.' 68 For Godwin, in 1796-7, progress is no longer a matter of a grand philosophical scheme that is to be applied in order to arrive at political reforms. Though the essays on pedagogy are largely concerned with the education of children, Godwin's reasoning on the relationship between the pupil and the tutor can be, to some extent, generalised to encompass students of any age, givenGodwin's concern for the dissemination of truth throughout the population. Godwin continually suggests in The
Enquirer that tutors should treat their pupils "as much as possible" as genuine equals. Furthermore, Godwin's distinction between the 'moral' and the 'tendency of a text', and the primacy of the latter over the former, reinforces the position and agency of the reader in contrast with that of the author. 'The moral of any work,' Godwin states, may be defined to be, that ethical sentence to the illustration of which the work may most aptly be applied. The tendency is the actual effect it is calculated to produce upon the reader, and cannot be completely ascertained but by experiment.
The selection of the one, and the character of the other, will in a great degree depend upon the previous state of mind of the reader. While the exact implications of Godwin's distinction are beyond the scope of this paper, the crucial point is that whichever way one looks at it, the emphasis in The
Enquirer is on the possibility, and even need to allow readers to produce their own meanings and find truth through their creative interaction with the text, rather than through the kind of top-down didacticism implied in the preface to Caleb Williams, and more generally in Political Justice. 80 In short, with The Enquirer, Godwin recalibrates the relationship between author and reader into a co-operative, roughly egalitarian and productive one, carried as a metaphorical conversation between the reader and the author through the medium of the text, but emphasising the private judgment and agency of the reader over the arguments and rhetoric of the author.
Conclusion
By complementing an analysis of the texts produced by William Godwin and John Thelwall in the mid 1790s with considerations on how and to whom they were views on the problems relating to the power relations between the speaker -or the author -and their audience, and the operationalisation of political equality in society.
Even though Thelwall still seems to me to have been more successful in acting on his egalitarian principles than Godwin, my analysis of Godwin's slowly shifting use of different genres suggests that he was aware of some of the problematic aspects of his own thought and practice with regards to the equality of individuals in the context of political education. More than simply being aware of these problems, Godwin acted as an author to try and resolve some of them. Though he undoubtedly remained something of an elitist, he started operating on considerably more egalitarian foundations in his production of texts, and in his understanding of their reception.
